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‘'As a response to the ‘concerns assceiated witﬁ the

allocation of state rescurces to institutions of ‘higher education; .

several states ‘'have developed budget formulas to derive estimates of.

' the 1nstitut16nal financial requirements. Formulas, however, were

developed during-& period’ of\rapzd growth, and might be unresponsive -

" to instituticnal needs’ during the forthcouing decade of. stabilized or

'+ deciining enroliment: Two major: questions are addressed’ in this.

paper..(1) To what, extent are budget formulas reepon51ve ‘to- changing

enroilnents? and. (2) To what extent are the internal budget factors
- concexning formula adequacy affected by enrollment shifts? .

Characterlstlcs of an-hypothetical institution were' deveioped for the

“base PY 1977 and then projected to FY 1978 under fivé conditions of "

enrolléent.: These cﬁaracterxsttes were. applied; as regulred, to five

select ed- FY 1978 state hhgget ormulas: Louisiana, New Mexico, Ohio,
Tennessee, and Texas, Examination of the results indicated _that unden

condxtlons of deéllnxng enrollment, the fixed costs of institutional

’

Sugport and maintenance ate not -adequately neg}ected in‘the budget,

This appears .to be the case.even when -the formula is: desxgned ,
f,specif;cally to address such costs accurately. (nntﬁpr/tﬂﬁ) ‘u,” e
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_z* . dUrlnn a. perlod o\f rapld growth and Some have suggested that they will be unresponswe to
T
; lnstltutlonal needs durmg the forthcommg decade of’ staﬁllzed or decllmng enrollment
7 - Two major questlons are addressed here. - Flrst to what extent are bndoet formulas
o responswe to changlng enrollments'? And secondly to what extent°are th-e mtern'z [ budget
s ' _factors concernlng formula adequacy affer:ted by enrollment shxfts” Characterlstlcs of an . -
1 nypothetlcal lnStitUtIO\K(l were developed for the base FY.~ l977 and then projected to FY
(\ l978 under five condmon f enrollment 'l'hese characterlstlcs were, applted as reqmred
3, L 3 Gy o
: to flve selected F Y l978 sta \ budget forn;ulas' l:oumana, New Meauco, Ohlo, Tennessee,
R and Texas. E\amlnatIO? of ¥ e results mdxcated that und r condltlons of declinln'd
N enrollment; the fxxed costs of in tutlonal supgort and main'tén'ah"ce are not adequately
| g WS X
_reflected in the budget ThlSr appea'_ to be the e“ase‘ even when the iormula is desxgned
L spec1f1\c§my to. address such eosts accera SO :
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As a responsc to the concerns assocmted»mth the all!Qcatlon of state resources to: ',

K 5 \..l

b

. estxmates of the mstltutlonal ﬁnanc1al requlrements. F‘ormulas however, were developed

-

*

. lnstltutlons of hxgher educatlon, several states have developed budget formulas to denve o
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- While the concept of state fmanelal support to pubhc 1nst1tutrons of h:gher
N - . . AN _: -

B e . . ;

L frauaht w1th many polmcal uncertalntxes. These un’certaintxes result from msntunonal :

_ b

* concerns re ard&n the ade uacy of fund1n rand the appro r1atlon of state t’ax funds on
8 g q g pprop

um‘

N
.

ém.é"h 5i 3_7 f rEasonable equtty. Instttutrons desrre to have: suff1c1ent funds to 1n1txate dnd_

mamtam their educat:onal programs, as weli as to& havr funds dlstrlbu‘ted equttably. On'

-the state ‘agencxes‘ $1de,E accountabxhty is the concern.\ leen that a specxfngd level. of--' —
C state support is provrded to an - 1nst;tutxon, the stat& wants to ‘be assured that thejfunds .

é' €. put to an ap‘propnate use and that thg'\w,_ }weﬂ maéed Thus, the' four factors ‘
(a) poht:cai ury:ertaxntxes,) (b) adequacy, (c) equxty, and (d) accountablhty, are the }

-

major con51de‘f'atxons 1nvolved in. the appr 'natxon of state funds to’ h1gher educatxon ?

S 1nstLtunons (Moss and Ganther, 19]6)\

,“. J Rs a response to these needs, certam states have deveIOped bujget formulas t0. ‘

. " .
derrve estxmates of the, flscal requnrements of 1nst1tutxons. The f1rst uses. of budget

M fq.rmulas to a r-ta-te—s-‘tateiu ‘we e’durm the perlod 19148 to 19514 when they were
PPFGP °F 8

- ,.«.-.....__\_

. 1ntroduced, m 51x s at ’S3 Indxana Cahfornxa, eklahoma, Texas, New Mexxco, and Kentucky 4' :

e PN *

(Sumrners, 1975) Subsequently, other ,states tr1ed this mechamsm,f and in 1973 Gross
»

1. ~

".
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’, il

‘; . . N ;‘; :' . | . 5 .:. V‘; .: ‘ .". -’_‘ “- X

educatzon 15 gene;raiiy unquestroned and thé practle’e has a long hlstory, the process 1s_' S



hzwe c.dopted formulas whrle others_ha»e suspended use. F@egardless of these flucmat)ons,

;he budvet formula contm'uas to be a v1able p"-t of state buduet;nn processes for fund’no

'. ,w" - .

mstxtutlons of hlaher educatlon.,vj.” ’ -?_35_ e _'” TR e :; -

. r:ssewtxally, a bud"et formul‘a 1s an ob)ectrve procedure whereby future budgetar)l

-o
. K . L.

- .
r*Eqmrements are determlned through/mampula;lon 'of quantltatlve data \Vthh reflect .
rélatlonshlf)s Between program and costs (‘Vhller, l%li), Gross (1973) also poxnts*ou,t that

v’./ \l .

th° formula may conslst of several components reflectlng dxstlnct functlonal budget areas,. *

: . B A
and -1t may be represented mathematxcally Beeause of the\‘(nherent obj°ct1v1ty, of a

v

. - . 3

'

R 2550c1ated w1th the state budgeflng process., Regardless of thelr structure and the

specmc relatlonshlps deflned budget formulas reduce}the cornplexrty of the budget

LT §

standardsrby prrov1dmg an agreed upon frameworK for dlscusswn. ' -_-i'; o o S

’ , Ihei}uestlon of Adequacv

TN

_ tréméndously. When the post-War bal)y boom‘ reached college age, the enrollment
' momentum contlnued, part1cularly when draft exemptlons for éollege attendance were

avaxlaele. lr} addltlon to these external gfowth factors, the Sputmk era had# a 51gn1f1cant -

l

tmpact on the growth of research for hlgher educatlon and subsequent growth of ’che '
‘”StltUUQns %ﬂ Cterms of Ia.cultles and phy51cal plant. Such -growth— however; s ot -

. AR
o expected to. contmue. Pro;ectlons of enrollments for the 18- to 22-year old cokirt, the
L : ES = .

-this, Blrthrate Iactor\alternatwes 6 the tradltlonal college educartlon avre belng made

L~

- avallable. The advent of the commﬁnlty college sector and the 1ncorporatlon of theN
r N S R
proprletary schools mto a transformed postsecondary educatlon orlentatlon wxll have an ™

< -'- - -
n .

' . xmpact on the educatlonal selectlon of thls tradxtlonal college age cohort. :'
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/ 3 "‘, The questton can be raxsed \Vlll the bUdBPt formulas be able to estlrnc.te an -
- ‘/ i ( P.. .
%; adequate fuwdmg level for hlgher’ educat}on mstxtutlons in.a. pro;ected perlod of
Iy l_ . .
f stﬂbnlx’zaﬂon or dechne" Adequa“te fundmg estlmates derwed from budget formulas wzll B
‘-L-‘ —= - e . —_— -

?3 - depend on tne valzd1t) of t‘1e budget {ormula and the der:vatlon of thq costmg factors and
S umts\ The valrdxty of the budget formlrJla is a%oncern fot the accuracy of the estlmate of
, ... a0 . ‘a L

o T :
the actual fxscal requu'eme\nts oi the?mstltutlon and Iour 1ntérnal budoe.;factors can be

'. 1dent1f1ed as 1nflu\ences on thg adequacy of budget formulas‘ PO R L
o Use othostmcnUm\ts ;‘- \‘\ S ?',*' N ot L

. 0
> .

= L Flalstéa'd (l97l;) suggests \that the ba51c structure of budyt fornlulas mvolves the h ‘

S ‘ 5 :
\ / multlpllca‘tlon of it costs by projected‘ loads, or volume, to’ estlmate the future fiscal c g
o L T i "
/, requir ln’ nts. Whlle thlS may be the suggested methodolog some, states have .

;l/;?'-. 1mpleme-nted proredures which base the’ budget pro;ecuon on the current ﬁscal years
' L CL = " .,
: er‘\v ~ :

~actual performance. The quest:on is: "'then one o_f whether to %roject-

|
Lo .

L ¢
R headcount,.&and/or full= txme equwalent enrollment" credat hour

’ forthcommg

. . K - . i o
volume related cost umts or whethe“\ tj use the 'most current, ;actual levels of th;: ¢ R

oo e AREE TR NI T
parttcﬁlé" cost umts. Voo LN T __ / S

S o
Modelmg Cost BehaVLor . ; 3 e . N

«As Boutwell (1973) po'mts out one crttical facter mfluencmg the adequacy of budget‘ L

"'Y. n
f - ,,-‘ﬁ

formulas durmg perlods of e,nrollment stablllzatlon or declme 1s the-ablllty of the budget

e ,-- R tule " . LI

formula to model the cost bemg con51dered -«Mod’elmg s’ a functlon of 1dent1fy1ng the

h

v

down mto romponents, or lme xtems, such as mstructlonal Iaculty salanes and other

= 4',& e

departmental operatmg expenses. These two components are further modeled by

Ll .
consxdermg either full—tlme equwalent student enrollment and student—faculty ratlos or

.

-

»

e

e
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per )

2o credlt hour pr.oductlen :md credlt loa,

dxfferentrated by "fc:ph.:e anea and stu'ent level The exp ctataon wOuld be that the

il

-

,\,_,,,,mone closely tbu,costmg unlt _is- assoc;a

—.

\ i -
accurate the cost\estlmatlon. C /H R oo S R
o —. L , LA S
Cqmprehensweness of Instlfutlonal Act1v1t1es s o e

R . 4 - . . .
3. o N A

;v
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ad Mth the acn wy belng modeled ~the mope,,,,,

The' major purpose of a state budget formula 1s ‘the estrmatlon of the futu& flnanc1al L

s - ,‘_ 4 - ’
-

Lo~ N

addressed "in »state budget formulas can be convemently classmed 1ntb categorles,

"

followmg the gu1delmes recently pubhshed by the Naft nal Assocxatxon of College and

VACUBO 1974) Wtuch correspond 'to the expendlture

Unlverslty Busmess Offlcers-

3 cate;;ones assocxated mth educatlo‘nal and general expendltures from the current funds

group.‘ The current funds group in the accountlng practlces of colleges and unwersrttes

‘N

) rcflects the operatmg expenses~ of«- the 1nst1tutxon, as confrasted Wlth the otheifund

o groups“ loan funds, endowment and sxmllar funds, annu1ty funds, """ ‘t funds, and agency

7 ré_qaxr_ements of an mstltutlon in support of lts act1v1t1es. The mstltunonal act1v1t1es i

funds. State budge; formulas are de51gned to ad'dress or model the educatlonal and

v y ' . . ™ . -
L. . - T B . i -

genera.l categorles" LA =

lnstru,ctwn ~ 7 Ppublic 5erv1ce o ;"',Student Serwbcefs”'

‘GeneralSupport.: " Academic Support * - Institutional Supporf - S
Research '_ - o lerarles C Qperatlon and Malntenance .‘

i Typlcally the budget formul,a developed for the con51deratlon of the f1na.nc1alY

. reqmrements of an 1nst1tutxon is not one formula, but\rather a number of formulas, each
. e AR A
;reflectlng spec1f1c component of the functlonal categorles of . the current funds group

> -

s l

4 lnfluenced by xhe coverage of the categories. Thus, lt could be qrrgued that the more
AR . » s i [

= comprehenswe the formulas relatlve to the act1v1t1es, the closer the accuracy and
adequacv of the budget estlmate. BRI 3

- iMethods for Derxvmg Budget Estxmates

ﬁr fourth factor Wthh may mfluence t‘1e adequ cy of the bud;aet estlmate is the

partxcular method used to model the cost behavxor of a glven functlonal category As

CEN

' The accuracy, and subsequently th/ adequacr*of a budget formula would most llkely be o



R

- = . coe
. -

category 1s determin'ed and costs per umt are.vderwed These Costs per unit, typxcally

‘ .,i - b sed on hlstortcal cos’t studles, are then used to estlmate the level of fundtng reqplred tot o

()

‘ student level"specmc rates per cred1t hour-by“dlfferentla'ted student level are then

denved An estlmate for suppﬁr‘t 1s obtalhed by mulnplymg the pro;eeted number of

- credlt hours by the der1ved rates. N ;' ".J-; *\ 4 L

I

The stafflng standard formuia determmes the number of posmons (facul‘ty, <

- admlnlstratlon, or staff) requ1red for the act1v1ty category and then mult;phes thts~

am

_ ‘ oy _
xs ‘,developed by derxvmg the number of faeulty members requxred By d1v1d1ng thg number o 3

o . . iy --;ﬂ. \ <“r

of credlt hours by sPethted 3verages of numBer»of credlt hours e);pected per faculty

. . o
° "- e ,._,,,-.‘

_member. Th:s number of\ faculty 19 then multsphed by 3che average salary f3 obtam the '..;‘ .

o

3 dern ed and muttlphed by the average saiary per posmon. When a mannmg Iable approach" S

?mber of staffiposxtlons requn-ed is then

.

",.:—xs taken, —the~orgamzatxonal structure of 1nst1tutlons 1s spec1fléd aand&- ’the number of

N e -

posinons perrmtted for each levet 1,s glven. The formula under this approach wouid spec1fy L

\,\’~

" -
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' :‘F' ”a'i’ 1 asslst‘i‘mts ‘ balar) rates for each of these posmons would be glven and tne

A4 . - B ‘7$ —

ent l‘elernenf woula“ be dctermlned by multlplvmsz the number of posmons by the |

. Q«" -

a,)proprlq,\o salary r,aa,tf,',;g{ . B w e

R
.~ . o~

e that the amount for a ngen category is- a certam percenta"e of a ba.,e actnﬁty The base

actxvxty entltlenlent such as xnstructlon and departmental research lS typlcally developed

by elther the workload or the staffmg stan :ard method A percentaoe of thls ehtltlement S

is then determlnecf as the support reqtur iments for a second,actlvxty As an e‘<ample,

: - . i . ‘?’\
gtven a base entxtlement for 1nstruct1on,,iacadem1c support fundmg requ1rements may be .
\ S S S S L L
" spec1f1ed as 5“6 of . the base. T / LT '

Y

o R L S
T Whlle these four 1nternal factors- usp of costlng un:ts, cost behawors of actwmes,

Summa"y of the Questlon A e A PR Ty
RN o

- COf’tpt‘Gh"l’lSlVGﬂGS: of. act1v1t1es,nand methodology used din- mode*llnn, operate ln an

o et A oy e

/‘l\
~mt°ractwe mannet crlttcal m determmlng the aﬁequacy of a glven formula, external

BN .
. v
i Cas

- eoucattcn. Partlcularly the concern of size’ of enrollmgnt is drawmg 1ncreased attentlon._ _"' )

'
[ B

A ) . H
\ ) o ;

: -.confronted w1th lextremely rapld growth Such gxzowth_"

connnue. As poxnted out\.by Gross (1973) and Boutwell '(1973) the budget formula, as '_':f )

- "”'jiconcelved and melemented in a perlod of growth w1ll be affgcted by thls "down sxde.'"; . S >
the relatlve adequacy of state budget - ea

forrnulas under varymg COI’Idlthl’lS of enrollment growth. ’i'wo major questlons are

R addressed' j.~ } . E S _-' :_-: : A 1 ,‘ o
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Thc. approach taken in- consxdermg the problem of: budget formula adequacy Wwas' to a;

% Y ,:a . SEN ""'u-
\déwloo thes charaCterxstlcs of an, hypothetical mstrtutlon under ftve*condltxons of .

~

,,_- -,

J»J e nrollment- . "7% 1ncrease,ﬁ_5°6ﬁ lﬁrftgre:'” , no_ growth 3,2,@?“1”3: and. 7% decl”lne. The . ;...j
: c‘haractertstlcs of the znstltutzo'\ werc then applled as pequlred to: fu/e selectgd‘ s{ate <

._?:budaet formulas to develop th‘é 1nst1tutrons formula derxved l;udget. The rstate .for'mul’as ' "

‘ l'ht‘luded were'- Loumana, New '&“lex'xco, Ghto, Tennessee, and Texas. 7' " ." o ; E j

Ea Courses were taught m all programs at th 4 _' er and upper undergraduate levels and at |

»

V. tne mas(cer's graduate level Onl)l in the educatlon dtscxpllne weref doc,toral level cours o
L : < DS -~ =- ~.Q . .

D taught. In addltIOI'l -feducaﬁon had the only doctoral level s’tuden’t procram. Table l

ot 4 ';

L summarlzes sever‘al o£ the FY 1977 charactemstzcs of the hyaothetxcal mstitutlon. The i

5 v.‘-.

'%’o'w .

: ’..‘ ;}'j ‘

. of the students \vould remaxn conStstent Wxth that tn FY l977, the number of crecll'é hours

[N - . ,.._ ,m..

P produced n FY 1978 fOr the flve dlfferent enrollment condltlons Was determmed
The ﬁve state budget formulas mcdrporated 1n thl§ study reflected the FY 1978

budget procedures for the states and were selected fo'r thexr drversrty 'm approach and
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terms of proara'n or" drscrphne and’ of level //(undergraduate, graduate, and so on)

AT . i

'lrlment drfferentrated by program and level

~

.’ -
) ‘.J. 3

‘l

Both the

v,,‘,

c?d‘ié'f ’as formula does not address staff 'benefxts-
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and securlty expenses- A second con51deratlon ln comparlng thk pllcatlon of the budget

L .formulas l.> the nature of the factors 1ncluded m the rates per cre fit hour, per student, per

SqU.lI"‘ foot. One unportant factor is the faculty salary rate 1mpllc1t in the formula. Each

b 3

"state has a. dff:%rent salary scale on Wthh the rates are based ln addltlon, dlfferent

N

‘. lncrease m salarles and lO% 1n non-salary ltems, whxle Ohlos 1nflatlon 1ncreases are- 696

and 7: 5% respecttvely. Texas 1ncorpo!‘ates an overall 1nflatlon rate of 7.6%.: Fxnally,

.

xnformatlon for the hypothetlcal 1nst1tutlo'n could not be reallstlcally developed to the
e

".amount for the hypothetlcal 1nstttutton was dxrectly substltuted ' o ‘;' J,

A Results and Analy51s

-

Gwen the llmltatlons in comparlng theé appllcatlon of budget formulas from the

,‘,

o

: lnflatlon rates are reflected in the formulas. New Mex1cos formula represents an 8% |

o ;.;Assufmng that the no growth enrollment condltlon prowdes the standard to Wthh the~

-

R R X C SN S el .
X . o i T N ° P . : d - .

v

RN .3 - ~

B forrnula-derlved budget amounts under the varymg enrollment condtttons from t e ‘no

A,

then provzd : an mdex for exammmo the budget, formulzifamounts.; Table 3 presents the

: formula %:ferxved budget amounts, the dlffe’“’hces fromr 't 'e enrollment growth condmon,

and the ‘percentages these dlfferences represent of the standard 1

- T R . . . e

- e w . ’ B Y

Nt

Insert Table 3 about here .

-

, . + N Lo, . . . A . . .
. . E— - o ' i o . .

vaen that the no- growth enrollment condltlon prowdes the standard several

~— .\ . '

' outcoznes relatlve to the sensmwty of these budget formulasato dlfferlng enrollment

’-

eondmons can be noted .The flrst observatlon in Table 3 is that the Lou1s:ana and“*l'exas T

\

'

-

'-'condmons of enrollment can be compared o'1e conS1deratlon is the dlfference of the, -

Gt
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formul)s are lnsensxtwe to changlng enrollment in a glven fxscal year. ThIS results from

“the pa'ucular costrng unlts ‘used in the formulas. Smce the - entltlerhents are developed

. ~ RO | .
fl'O'-? base year and not pro)ected condltlons, changes in enrollment, whether expected or.

‘

‘?"

Q sensmve( to. fluctuatlng enrollmepts to the pomt of prov:dlng essentlally 7% and 390 /

mcgeases or decreases in budget w1th correspondmg enrollment changes.

While the formulas of New Mex1co, Ohlo, and Tennessee essentlally prdduce 7% and

v

3% budcet 1ncreases or decreases, the fluctuatlons are not exact. For both the New

.

Mexxco a'nd Ohlo formulas under the 7% enrollment declxne condltlon a sllghtly larger..
decrease in the percentage 1s shown than under the 7% growth condltlon. The ]'ennessee_' :
formula,,on the other hand, reflects a smaller decrease in the percentagf= under the 7%-'

-,_'.'i : declr;e condltlon than under the 7% growth condltlon. One sxgnlflcant contrlbutlng factor- 2

o‘f a cost per student The Tennessee formula derlves the same act1v1ty on the ba51s of a.

5 -

) N H . o
"t rate: per square foot for maxntenance and a separate rate per volume of UtllltleS‘ The o

Tennessee formula more. clearly models the act1v1ty belng Costed and presumably as a’

L result recognlzes that many 1nst1tutlonal costs are not 51mply a furiction of enrollment

"‘,

Another factor Wthh may account for thlS basxc observatxon is the compre-'

; hensweness of the formulas.- The New Mex1co formula derlves a component for general
'mstntutlonal support as a snmple percentage of the lnstructlonal budget, whlle the
Tennessee formula, as; shown 1n Table é, is most comprehenswe m addressmﬂ the
.v categorles of 1nst1tutxonal act1v1ty A second observatlon related to comprehensweness is

that 1f the formula is based on actual rather than pro;ected costlng u ts, comprehenswe-:'

_-,_l . - . .5--. I .
. B . oA AT

b
3
T
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the Louxsxana formula, a relatlvely snnple one, thh that of Texas, a relatlvely complex
formula. Both are msensztlve to fluctuatlng enrollments in a glven flscal year, although )

" . s

. ad}ustmenfs for such COI’]dlthhS would be addressed in the next bud’cet perlcd }. o )

T

The lnfluence of method WOrkload staffln%Nstandard and percentage base factor,

methods. Here the 6h10 formula appears to be less sensmve ‘to both enrollment decllne
l

- and fzrowth than the New Mex1co formula. To attrlbute thns d1rectly to the parttcular :

: actual costmg umts. Three of the selected formulas" New Mex1co, Ohlo, and Tennessee,.f-

, enrollment condltlons. As is obvxous from Table 3ina ngen year formula responsxveness

\ reflect sensmv,tty to p0551ble fluctuatlons in enrollment. The l:OUtSIal"la and Texas .

. - e . . L
. o e T e

method used however, is not really possxble from thxs study

Py ik S . . N -
[ + - . . s - - 4
. —— - ; SN .

;to changmg enrollment wnll occur when the formula 1s based on pro;ected rather than : ,f_r_'

e

.formulas, however, would ad;ust 1n the subsequent budget perlod for enrollment sh1fts‘

. -

. after they have occurred 5o that the budget formula reflects a. delayed sensxtlvxty to

'-enrollment patterns. What 1s 1nterest1ng, and. not totally unexpected, is that formula .. -

7 fundlno strlctly reflects enrollment changes. Even under the condlttons of 7% growth or

: decllne 1n enrollment, no other factors 1ncluded in the budget formula were of 51gn1f1cant

: .1mpqrtance to offset the 1mpact of enrollment. -~

The relatlve effect of the factors thought to 1nfluence adequacy have been s‘\own to

have only‘ sllght and: margxna‘hmpacts on the fundmg patterns under varylng COﬁdltlUl’iS of

enrollment._ The only crltlcal factor is- whether the C‘ostlng unit is pro;ected or based on
SN

actual»s-base pernod flgure_s. . The rema_lntng factors: - comprehensnfenes_s_of_lnstlt:uttonal

- .
(G
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actmtles, the merhodology used and the accuracy of the acttvnt) modnllng, have ht‘tle

lnfluence on the total budﬂet amount for the dlftermt enrollment concﬁtlons, at- lcast as

shown by these flve budget formulas. Some v1dence though was observed Wthh would

funded The Tennessee formula bases the physxcal plant entltlement, for example, on a \ K

rate per square foot rather than FTE enrollment or credlt hours. Under the condltlon of-

..

7% enrollment dechne, thxs formula estxmated a budget amount whrch reflected a smaller

-

.

' percentage than was prowded under the 7% growth condltlon. Other act1v1t1es Wthh w1ll

. ';
S lnf uence thls factor of accuracy 1nclude hbrarles, academlc support, 1nst1tutlonal support

~

S -

,and student servxces Wthh are to varylng extents not as dlrectly tied to enrollmentas are

R the costs of lnstruc’tlon. S ‘;' o B R " T
Close examination of these formulas mdlcates ‘that under condltlons of enrollment
. ) e »5 .

[3

growth the 1nst1tutlon could expect lncreases in fundlng Wthh reflect this growth Under ‘

condmons of dechnlng enrollment however, the fxxed costs of 1nst1tutlonal support and

.
- . 7

: malntenance are not adequately reflected in the budget. This is ‘the ca{se even When the

-

formula has been developed to model such costs separatel)l as in the case of Tennessees

- costs will become an ever 1ncreasmng, larger proportlon of the 1nst1tut10nal budget.

~

-~ . oL - . . .

o »
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Selected Instxtutlonal Charac*ELlstlcs'FY“iQZ?.??'i

] - . 3 A n 5 - - o

s T, i .‘; A Credlt Hours o :;o<.§“7ft“"AV§gage Numbér IR

»”'51 :ﬂ:,”ﬂ(“ .[ o " Produced s e m Crigdit Hours , .-’ ..
Discipliffe - . '., All Levels FYE Facoity s __Pet Faculgy '

s
-

Total s o 378,639 . _ . 660‘} E \Sas‘”
Blologlcal Sc1ences-'.—p*--n' - 165136 i 29, ! *“'Q .,/559 -
Business and Management = . 37 258 . -, 58 R 15 *E S
- Communications ﬂ,5 : ﬁ,);;..13 869*& R 17 s DTS o810 e ud
“Education, - , - T ] o 43,407 v g o 860 s L T w5020 L AL
Eﬁéiﬁéé;iﬁg ' ; ST 6,368 T v L2000 v .. 323 /, : \ S

Fine,and Applied Arts S 36,764 R '.__§};'G7R‘ ﬁ2§454 e
s :5507 . ‘\ . °_

Foreign Language o 12,118 2 S
Letters» .. ' C o 52564y - L 91" . . v, 5771 _

* Library Science . S 1 e T A 72 S St
Mathematics . - 19,3615 0 38 s Bl
Physical Scienge ' 20,149 ¢ EREIN | 519 . - _E‘
Psyéﬁéléé& . : 16,323 S o '234 o 691 -‘ o ) 7_1,:_
‘Social Sciences - ... -94,828° - 138 : '“. . 628 . ﬂ*_ﬂ@}”

} Inzerdlsc1911nary ‘f; S L 6,429 - . . 9. - U

|  gréditHosrs: - . Hedeoumt © lf'?3
. v ”  Induced ’ FTE 'v Earollment fj" oo

‘-?iégféﬁ‘ e K vAii‘Lgyéis. N Enrollment . All Levels 'a.‘{
. DRI . ol . y

Total oL 378,639 sz'>;;a;13;qgs .f;%‘ zi;-igitij,

‘Business and Management . . . 65,418 . Si2,21) 83 - .
Communlcatlons . o " 15,570 R “528 iro 0 e
Compiter: Sc1ence S Coo2,9600 0 e 980 0 L 122 T
‘Education -~ .G . . 0, .0.i722,68L ;o 829. .. - 7
Engineering ' ‘ L. 174590 f& 264 "
"Fine and Applled Arts AP 37,812 - v 1,285

Foreign Language ?‘ e 8‘100 L 276

‘Letters -, Loyt 35,238 0 ¢ - K204

qulogxcal Scxences . L : :21 780¥ . ?f— - 740 3 L “';§8§ : :f- o if?

LIbrary Sc1encev-, Lo j A I 240 ’ LT ;I35,' o
‘Mathematics  , ‘7 ocwo : ] 795, o .264° R ’
Physical Sc1enc § U |l e 15554 255 C
Psychology ' W 718,768 "7 635 ;
Vv '{‘;,va": _ 80,958 - .  , .2 ?51“ <
L K .

4,510 YY)

38,785 15404

Activity , =

— . . - . - - FR
s

Total W o $33,102,875

Instruction = . - L] 18,582,576
Research . ... ;" - . 427,984 -
Pub11c Setv;ce T . 3&7 1&3 .
Academic Snpporﬁl'x;w”-f-f - 4.+ 1,517,521 .
Libraries. '~ . oo o0 2,178,575

SEu&énE Serv1ces e 3,210,075

ititutional Support IR .t g o 35574,918
[:R\(;sxcal Plant f-;:_ T - ;,IHS 3,264,083




“

‘Tr'afb'i'e'. 2

as

A

y of Selected State Budget Foriul

mmar

S

egory +.

%

by cat

4 v . Z.w

- ..mmecmﬁmﬁpﬂmzanw,EOMuﬁumgo

.

A . <

Muuoaﬁnwfgﬁcdﬁusumuac?.

umwum>uwm”ucmvﬁymw

o

. S Is@TIRIqI] - e |4 )
 3a20ddng oiwapeoy 5 5

<. T I°0TAX9S DTIIqQNd Kk "iva VR
) « . Udo1E0SIY # L e ] e
- 310ddng TRaduen | s || s .
e el : . s,
I S
. . aﬁqgu?zﬁﬁ >4 LX. ,Xu VK _X@. e

‘Lou

isiana

-

1COo

New i{fe_x

N

@
.
0

'
a.
=
£
@
T.

.
e
.
"
-
[ e -
) \
e
IR e
«
Y e
i
¥
¥
.
A
A
L
i
P
A -
.
.
.
. i
.
“
&,
B .
- .
. NN
a
LEs -
AN
- .-
K
e
h
< ;

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



S . * ) i < N g
1,; s L . \ .
. ) i - ) s
. . _ . ,18.
L . \ A
. . -
Lod -
- <
. .

ijand

w T? R Formula Der1Ved Budget<§mounts (1n m11110ns

©
r

L leferences and Percentage leferences rrom No Growth Enroiiment Condxtxon

ﬂf,J Enrollment Conditlon é.

Sfeﬁéf - . ' _7Z;C;obfh : 32”Crbwthi- No, Growth 3Z'Déciiﬁé 7% Decline .

;. Amount = 5_ $31,577° 831,577 . $31,577 $31 572 0 t831,%77
Louisiana = Difference\, . 0 =~ 0 .0 R I
S L 0:004 - -0.00¢2 . 0.007 .- : "6 00/7 ©, 0.00%

. .- - Amount . $34,855 *'$33 537 © $32,560 . 331 599 " % $30,259

‘New Mexico Difference ® - : 2,295 . 977. 0 - 970 - +.2,301 ¢

o z . 77.05% 3.00% . . 0:00% . - 2:98% - 7. o7z.§

; Amount . $38,948 $37,504 §36,400 - §35,314 . ' $33,838
ohio Difference 2,548 1,106 0 1,086 7 = 2,562

- O 7.00% - 3.032 - 0.00% . = 2.98% T ?*632_; :

Tad

o Amount * $28,551 $97,486 - $26,630 szs 722 - $24,741
Tennessée = Difference 1;92¢ - - 8% . .. .0 - - 908 2='1,889 .
B 4 L 7.22% . 3:22% . 0.00%." -3, a14 - 7.09%
I Amount . $21,701 - §21,701 -$21,701 [' sz1 701 . $21,701 . -
Texas . Difference . 0 - _ _0 .0 O 0 .
L “. . 0.00% . 0.00%°  0.002 ° . 0.0024 -~ = 0:.00% .

g




